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Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, blades on the peripheries of the 
semi-circular bowl formed as an oblique blade, a right angle blade, or a combination of an 
oblique blade and a right-angle blade as set forth in claim 5 must be shown or the feature(s) 
canceled from the claim(s). No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the apphcation. Any amended replacement 
drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of 
the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an 
amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, 
the appropriate figure must be removed fi-om the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the 
remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description 
of the several views of the drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be 
necessary to show the renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted 
after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not 
accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required 
corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in 
abeyance. 

Specification 

2. Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
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disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single paragraph 
on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that the abstract not 
exceed 150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract on the computer tape 
used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology often used in patent claims, 
such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure 
sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether there is a need for consulting the full patent 
text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information given in 
the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The disclosure 
concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure describes," etc. 

3. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it contains phrases which can 

implied such as "The inventions relates to a cutting tool." In addition the abstract contains 
legal phraseology often used in patent claims such as "consists of" Correction is required. 
See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: in claim 1, "body(2)" 
should be -body (2)-; "a handle(l)" should be ~a handle (1)~; "end face(41)" should be 
-end face (41)--, and "surface(42)" should be -surface (42)--. Regarding claim 1, a semi- 
spherical bowl with blade" should read —a semi-spherical bowl with a blade--. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

5. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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6. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. Regarding claim 1 , the specification does not disclose how the tool is 
used with a machine for machining foodstuff ball. It appears that the tool disclosed in the 
invention is a hand-held cutting tool. Therefore, it is not clear how machines foodstuff. Is 
there any motor to rotate the hand tool? Is the hand tool is connected to a machining device? 
If so, the specification has not disclosed any motorized device or apparatus. Regarding claim 
5, the specification does not disclose how the blades 7 are formed as an oblique blade, a 
right- angle blade or a combination of an oblique and a right-angle blade. It is not clear how 
oblique the blades 7 are. Are the cutting edges of the blades 7 oblique, right-angle, or 
combination thereof? In addition, it appears that blade 7 is a blade at the end face of the 
periphery of the semi-spherical bowl. In this case, the blade is a single blade in a shape of a 
circle. It is not clear how the blade 7 could encompass multiple blades. 

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the subject 
matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Regarding claim 1, "A cutting tool for machining foodstuff ball 
comprising a main rod body (2) with a handle (1) and a semi-spherical bowl (4) with blade, 
is characterized in that a connection part" is confiising. It is not clear where the preamble of 



Application/Control Number: 10/575,399 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3724 

the claim ends and where the body of the claim starts. There are two transitional phrases in 
the claim. Therefore, it is not clear whether the cutting tool includes also a connection part or 
another part of the cutting tool. It is not clear whether or not the main rod body, a handle and 
a semi-spherical bowl is positively being claimed. Regarding claim 1, "A cutting tool for 
machining" is not clear. It is not clear how the tool is used for machining. Is the tool 
motorized? Is the tool used with a machining apparatus? Regarding claim 1, "the end face 
(41)" and "the axis of the main rod" lack antecedent basis. Regarding claim 1, "the end face 

(41) of the semi-spherical bowl with blade and the axis of the main rod body (20 he at 42-60 
degrees" is not clear. It is not clear that relative to what part the axis of the main body and 
the end face of the semi-spherical bowl lie at 45-60 degree. In addition, the claim should 
specify "45-60 degrees angel." Regarding claim 1, "one or more holes (5) with geometrical 
shapes are provided on the semi-spherical surface (42) of the semi-spherical bowl with blade 
and the peripheries of the holes are provided with one or more blades (6) for cutting" is not 
clear. It should be noted that not all the holes in different embodiments as set forth in claim 6 
have a geometrical shape. In addition, it is not clear how many holes have been claimed. 
Claim 1 calls for one or more holes. However, claim 1 also recites, "the holes are provided 
with one or more blades." It is not clear what the scope of the clime is. It is not clear whether 
one hole, many holes or both have been claimed. Furthermore, "the semi-spherical surface 

(42) " and "the peripheries of the blades" lack antecedent basis. Regarding claims 2-4, "the 
holes" recitation is confusing, since claim 1 also calls for one hole. Regarding claim 4, "the 
orientation of the blades" is confusing. It should be noted that claim 1 calls for one or more 
blades. However, claim 4 which depends from claim 1 only calls for more than one blade. 
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Regarding claim 5, "blades (7)" lack antecedent basis. It should be noted that claim 1 merely 
calls for "a semi-spherical bowl (4) with blade." Therefore, it is not clear what the blades (7) 
are as set forth in claim 5. Regarding claim 6, "in the shape of banana, fan, arch, pear or 
cone" is not clear. It is not clear to what extend an object should look like a banana , a fan, an 
arch, a pear or a cone to be considered to have a shape of a banana, a fan, an arch, a pear or a 
cone. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

9. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) The invention was patented or described in a printed pubhcation in this or a foreign country or in pubUc use or 
On sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of appUcation for patent in the United States. 

10. Claims 1 and 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Lawrence ct al. (2,631,551), hereinafter Lawrence. Regarding claim 1, as best understood, 
Lawrence teaches a cutting tool capable of machining or carving foodstuff ball. Lawrence 
also teaches that he cutting tool includes a handle 2, 12, a semi-spherical bowl 39-41 with 
blade 39, and a main rod body 8. Lawrence also teaches a connection part 5 is disposed 
between the main rod body 8 and the semi-spherical bowl 39-41 with blade, the end face of 
the semi-spherical bowl with blade and the axis of the main rod body lie at 45-60 degrees. It 
should be noted that the end face of the semi-spherical bowl rotated to different angles 
including an angle between 45 to 60 degrees with respect to the axis of the main rod body. 
Lawrence also teaches that semi-spherical bowl 39-41 having a semi-spherical surface. 
Lawrence also teaches that the semi-spherical surface has a hole. It should be noted that the 
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hole is defined by the holes between blades 40. See Figs. 1-4 and col. 2, lines 14-21 in 
Lawrence. 

Regarding claim 4, Lawrence teaches everything noted above including that the 
orientation of the blades 40 on the periphery of the hole is consistent with of the blade for 
cutting on the periphery of the semi-spherical bowl with blade. 

Regarding claim 5, Lawrence teaches everything noted above including that the 
blade 39 on the periphery of the semi-spherical bowl is formed as an oblique blade or a right 
angle blade. It should be noted that the blade 39 either is slanted or oblique or positioned at 
90 degree angle. See Fig. 3 in Lawrence. 

Regarding claim 6, Lawrence teaches everything noted above including that the 
hole is formed in shape of pear or arch. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claims 2-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lawrence. 
Regarding claims 2-3, Lawrence teaches everything noted above, but Lawrence does not 
explicitly teach that the sum of the areas of the hole provided on the semi-spherical bowl 
with blade is no more than 75% or 60% of the whole surface area of the surface of the semi- 
spherical bowl with blade. However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to select the holes in a manner that the sum of 
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the areas of the holes is no more than 75% or 60% of the whole surface area of the semi- 
spherical bowl, since it has been held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective 
variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F. 2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 
(CCPA 1980). 

13. Claims 1-4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lieb 
(1,263,780). Regarding claim 1, as best understood, Lieb teaches a cutting tool capable of 
machining or carving foodstuff ball. Lieb also teaches that he cutting tool includes a handle 
(defined by the top portion of element 2), a semi-spherical bowl 1 with blade, and a main rod 
body (defined by the bottom portion of the element 2 that is connected to the curved section 
of element which is connected to the bowl 1). The connection part is defined by the curved 
section. It should also be noted that the semi-spherical bowl has a blade which is blade 3. 
Lieb also teaches a connection part is disposed between the main rod body and the semi- 
spherical bowl 1 with blade, the end face of the semi-spherical bowl with blade and the axis 
of the main rod body lie at 45-60 degrees. It should be noted that the end face of the semi- 
spherical is positioned at an angle with respect to the main rod body. The angle appears to be 
between 45 to 60degrees. In addition, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to select the angle of the end face of the 
semi-spherical bowl with the axis of the main rod between 45 to 60 degrees, since it has been 
held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine 
skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F. 2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). Lieb also teaches 
that semi-spherical bowl 1 having a semi-spherical surface. Lieb also teaches that the semi- 
spherical surface has a hole. The hole is provided with a blade 3. See Figs. 1-2 in Lieb. 
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Regarding claims 2 and 3, Lieb teaches everything noted above including that the sum 
of the areas of the hole provided on the semi-spherical bowl 1 with blade is no more than 
75% or 60% of the whole surface area of the surface of the semi-spherical bowl with blade. 

Regarding claim 4, Lieb teaches everything noted above including that the 
orientation of the blades on the periphery of the hole is consistent with of the blade for 
cutting on the periphery of the semi-spherical bowl with blade. 

Regarding claim 6, Lieb teaches everything noted above including that the hole is 
formed in shape of pear or arch. 

14. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Haynes 
(2,778,109) in view of Lieb (1,263,780). Regarding claim 1, as best understood, Haynes 
teaches a cutting tool capable of machining or carving foodstuff ball. James also teaches that 
he cutting tool includes a handle (defined by the top portion of element 16), a semi-spherical 
bowl 12, and a main rod body (defined by the bottom portion of the element 16 that is 
connected to the curved section of element 16 which is connected to the bowl 12). The 
connection part is defined by the curved section. Haynes also teaches a connection part is 
disposed between the main rod body and the semi-spherical bowl 12 with blade 18, 20, 24, 
the end face of the semi-spherical bowl with blade and the axis of the main rod body lie at 
45-60 degrees. It should be noted that the end face of the semi-spherical is positioned at an 
angle with respect to the main rod body. The angle appears to be between 45 to 60degrees. In 
addition, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to select the angle of the end face of the semi-spherical bowl with the 
axis of the main rod between 45 to 60 degrees, since it has been held that discovering an 
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optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
Boesch, 61 7 F.2d 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). Haynes does not teach that the semi- 
spherical surface of the bowl includes a hole and the periphery of the hole is provided with a 
blade. However, Lieb teaches a cutting tool including a semi-spherical bowl 1 having a semi- 
spherical surface. Lieb also teaches that the semi-spherical surface has a hole. The hole is 
provided with a blade 3. See Figs. 1-2 in Lieb. It would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to provide Haynes' cutting tool with the hole and blade, as taught by 
Lieb in order to enable the cutting tool to cut food products with the semi-spherical bowl. 

Regarding claims 2 and 3, Haynes, as taught by Lieb, teaches everj^hing noted above 
including that the sum of the areas of the hole provided on the semi-spherical bowl 1 with 
blade is no more than 75% or 60% of the whole surface area of the surface of the semi- 
spherical bowl with blade. 

Regarding claim 4, Haynes, as taught by Lieb, teaches everything noted above 
including that the orientation of the blades on the periphery of the hole is consistent with of 
the blade for cutting on the periphery of the semi-spherical bowl with blade. 

Regarding claim 5, Haynes teaches everything noted above including that the blade 
18, 20, 24 on the periphery of the semi-spherical bowl is formed as an oblique blade. 

Regarding claim 6, Haynes, as taught by Lieb, teaches everything noted above 
including that the hole is formed in shape of pear or arch. 

Conclusion 

1 5 . The prior art made of record and not rehed upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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Ralls (4,850,843), Weinstein (3,598,062) and James (1,643,456) teach a cutting tool having 
a semi-spherical bowl with a blade. 

16. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ghassem Alie whose telephone number is (571) 272-4501. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 8:30 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Boyer Ashley reached on (571) 272-4502. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, SEE htl:p://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA 
OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Ghassem Alie/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3724 
May 12, 2010 



